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ABSTRACT
This study on war crises offers an operational index of complexity
and spells out four postulates relating issue and structure elements
to war outcomes. We expect that wars over territorial issues will end
in an accommodative manner (postulate 1); that ethnic wars, though
rare, will end in a non-accommodative outcome (postulate 2); and
that clash of civilization issues, more than all other issues, will end
in a non-accommodative way (postulate 3). Finally, wars with over-
all low complexity will end in accommodation while high complexi-
ty wars will not (postulate 4). Using ICB data, this study of 55 war
crises, from 1946 to 2002, compares two situations:  Intra-War
Crisis (IWC), namely, long ongoing wars that are waged before the
crisis begins (17 cases) and regular wars that occur after the crisis
starts (38 cases). Findings from the study indicate that not all wars
are alike. The substance of issues involved in the confrontation mat-
ters and complexity affects accommodation. Overall complexity is
coupled, in part, with outcomes and, as anticipated, patterns of reg-
ular wars and IWCs vary. These findings on war diversity highlight
the need for a comprehensive ‘multi path’ model to war.
INTRODUCTION
Wars have been of core interest since time immemorial. From Thucydides
via Quincy Wright and Lewis F. Richardson to current International Relations
(IR) scholars, the puzzle of war and the horrors of its reality have captured both
mind and heart.1 This study highlights war diversity by focusing on the rela-
tionship between the complexity of war and outcomes. 
A war crisis, the unit of analysis for this study, is an international crisis that
encompasses a war between some or all of the state adversaries. We follow the def-
inition of the ICB project and focus on a situation at the system level which accord-
ing to Michael Brecher and Hemda Ben-Yehuda, occurs when there is a change in
type and/or an increase in the intensity of disruptive interactions between two or
more states, with a heightened probability of military hostilities that destabilize
their relationship and challenge the structure of an international system.2
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This choice of highlighting war crises, not wars alone, as the basis for our
study is designed to maximize diversity, time, and space when analyzing wars. A
war crisis, more than just the war duration itself, captures the entire process of
escalation to war and its de-escalation. It involves a long time span and subsumes
a broad range of topics that indicate the complexity of war. It also involves
greater variation in participating adversaries. The concept of a war crisis includes
multiple contenders in addition to the leading dyad — the core states involved in
the war — who affect the confrontation in diplomatic and other ways. Among
these are superpowers, Inter-Governmental Organizations (IGOs), and regional
IGOs who play an important part in war crises. Moreover, it enables us to use cri-
sis data that is expected to add validity to existing findings on war diversity
derived from the Correlates of War (COW)/Militarized Interstate Disputes (MID)
data and thereby enhance the accumulation of knowledge in international rela-
tions.3
Are All Wars Alike?
John A. Vasquez and Brandon Valeriano argued that not all wars are the
same and claimed that in order to construct a general theory of war one must first
accept the premise that certain classes of war have causes that differ from other
types of war.4 Explanations of war should therefore be specific to certain war
domains. This basic premise is the starting point for our analysis of complexity,
a core concept we propose in order to highlight war diversity. It involves two
dimensions: issue and structure. Together they indicate overall complexity — an
index that measures turmoil during wars. Issue consists of two indicators: sub-
stance and scope of complexity; while structure, describing the type and power
rank of war crisis adversaries, combines four indicators: crisis actors, super-pow-
ers, IGOs, and regional IGOs. All six components of the complexity index are
detailed in the framework section and applied to the 55 war crises that are the
topic of this study.  
The identification of core issues in war crises is based on three approach-
es to the study of conflict, crisis, and war: territoriality, ethnicity, and clash of
civilizations (COC). Territoriality and ethnicity studies have drawn considerable
and consistent research efforts, a major body of academic literature, diversity in
methodologies and databases used for testing the frameworks and models,
important findings, as well as remarkable theoretical consolidation. The COC
thesis emerged as a paradigmatic challenge for the post-Cold War era but still
remains questionable regarding its academic contribution to the explanation of
war and peace in world politics.  
Territory
In the domain of territory the main contenders debate over the importance
of land as a major issue affecting the dynamics of international relations or the
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impact of geographical contingency affecting the choices and behavior of near
and distant adversaries.5
The relationship between territory and violence is explained by three
groups of studies: proximity, interactions, and issues.6 Though territory is com-
mon to all, the reasoning they offer to this relationship as well as the value of
their explanations differs.7 The most relevant for the present study is the third
group — studies on territoriality as a core issue that explains state resort to vio-
lence. It emphasizes the substance of issues and their importance as the ‘bones
of contention’ during the confrontation.8 Paul Huth clarifies the nature of territo-
ry as an issue involving a disagreement over the borders or the sovereignty of a
homeland/colonial territory.9 Other issues, non-territorial in essence, include
commerce/navigation, protecting nationals, commercial, religious, ethnic, ideo-
logical, liberation interests, or defending an ally, enforcing treaty terms, and
maintaining/restoring/changing the balance of power. The presence of such
issues is important because they illustrate that territoriality is not being so broad-
ly defined so as to include every possible issue that might lead to the outbreak of
war.10
Territorial issues are a major part of realist/interstate struggles. But other
non-realist issues also exist. These are captured by looking at ethnicity in world
politics and focusing on ethnic actors and issues in international crises.11
Ethnicity
While most studies on territoriality focus on realist-interstate struggles,
ethnicity studies depart from the state-centric outlook and investigate the sub-
state domain. The role of ‘ethnic diversity’ and its impact on violent disputes in
world politics has been dealt with in the ethnicity-crisis-conflict literature. Many
studies elaborated on the distinction between secessionist and irredentist con-
frontations as the core types of ethnic conflict.12 In these studies scholars probe
the links between domestic ethnic unrest and violence (intra and interstate) but
relatively little attention is devoted to ethnic actors and their de-stabilizing
impact on world politics. When the activity of ethnic actors was addressed, sev-
eral ethnic specific issues were identified as the core topics of rivalry: cross-bor-
der turmoil, ethnic kinship/minority ties, terror, de-colonization struggle, and
civil war. The most salient among these issues was regarded as the primary issue
in any given confrontation.13
On the whole, ethnicity, like territoriality, is a research field with in-depth
studies and converging findings though its theoretical consolidation still does not
reach that which characterizes the study of territoriality.14 Only the “clash of civ-
ilizations” thesis, which was proposed by Samuel Huntington as the paradigm
that will reign in the post-Cold War years, remains unsupported by most studies
so far.15
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Clash of Civilizations (COC)
COC fault lines were introduced by Huntington as a new zone of turmoil
that would replace Cold War rivalries of the post-World War II era.16 Religious,
cultural, and social identities would embody the issues of confrontation and
shape the formation of alliances as well as the definition of adversaries within
and between civilizations. Wars, reflecting issues within (intra-civilization) or
between (inter) civilizations, were expected to vary in frequency and intensity. 
Though the logic of the COC thesis seems compelling and the events of 11
September 2001 fit well into its predictions, the core concept of civilization is
still far from being defined in operational terms. Consequently, systematic
research and comprehensive findings that support this theory, across time and
region, are still lacking. But the conflicting arguments in support and against the
theory continue to circulate in political and academic circles. Moreover, the real-
ities in international relations seem to be unfolding along the predictions of this
theory so we chose to integrate COC issues into our analysis of war complexity
in order to assess the theory’s contribution in the field of war studies.
Issues, however, are not the sole element shaping complexity. Structure,
too, must be taken into account. Systems theory in international relations articu-
lates a simple but comprehensive link: structure affects process.17 Though the
role of structure as the single most important variable explaining escalation and
de-escalation in world politics has been widely debated, structure remains a core
element in many leading theories.18 It is also the distinguishing element between
simple and complex wars in the typology suggested by Vasquez and Valeriano.19
Building upon the early study of Lewis Richardson, they define a dyadic war as
a typical war in international relations, a war with one state on each side.20 They
argue that this type of war should be the simplest to explain, especially from a
historical point of view, and suggest that one should first try to explain the sim-
plest wars and then move to the more complex confrontations. 
Framework
We now outline the variables, overall complexity index, and four postu-
lates that guide this study, keeping in mind that these variables indicate war com-
plexity and are designed to highlight the diversity of war in world politics.
The Outcomes of War Crises
Wars vary in their onset, process, and outcomes. To highlight war diversi-
ty we chose to focus on how wars end; that is, on the mode in which the strug-
gle is resolved at the termination of the crisis. War outcomes are affected by the
patterns of interaction during the war and in turn these dynamics affect the
prospects of conflict escalation/winding down, long after the war ends. As such,
we regard war termination as a core topic of investigation. 
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In probing the outcomes of war crises we start with the ICB variable
FOROUT and classify its values into accommodative and non-accommodative
outcomes:21 the former involve crises that end with 1. a formal agreement; 2. a
semi-formal agreement; 3. a tacit understanding; while the latter involve cases
that end with 4. a unilateral act (by the adversaries or other parties); 5. an
imposed agreement; or 6. a crisis that fades over time with no conclusive out-
come.22 By accommodative outcomes we mean that some compromise was
reached at the end of the crisis. Non-accommodative outcomes indicate that the
crisis ended and the parties were not able or willing to reach an understanding or
a compromise regarding the issues at stake in their confrontation.
War Complexity: Variables and Index
To measure complexity we use ICB variables and ICB-related variables
described below. These variables, values, and complexity range are summarized
in Table 1. War complexity integrates two dimensions: issue and structure. Issue
complexity relates to the issues at stake during a struggle and consists of two indi-
cators: substance and scope of issues fought over during a war crisis. Structure
complexity relates to the diversity in war adversaries, their type, and power rank.
It encompasses four indicators: number of crisis actors involved, superpower
involvement, IGO participation, and regional organization activity. Each of these
indicators contributes to the overall war complexity as they indicate the extent of
turmoil that occurs during the confrontation.23
Issue substance identifies the issues involved in each war crisis. We cap-
ture issue substance by comparing classical interstate wars over a territorial
issue, which are in essence confrontations at the heart and core of realism, with
wars involving an ethnic issue, that involve non-state actors in a confrontation
with states, not merely the existence of ethnic diversity. Such struggles may
include not only civil wars and low-intensity conflicts but also confrontations
that escalate into a full-scale interstate war. Finally, we also refer to the COC
issue, which adds to complexity by highlighting fundamental religious-cultural
gaps, misunderstanding, and rivalry between adversaries in opposing camps.24
Once the presence of territory, ethnicity, and COC issues is ascertained for
each war, its issue substance is assigned. Value 1 is for cases where none of the
three issues is found. Values 2 to 5 are for one issue only (ethnic, COC, and ter-
ritory respectively). Values 4 to 6 are for cases with two issues (territory-civi-
lization, territory-ethnic, and COC-ethnic respectively). Value 7 is for cases
where all three issues are present. This variable is used to describe the trends of
accommodation when different issues are involved in war crises (postulates 1-3). 
Issue complexity takes the number of issues into account and identifies four
levels of complexity: 1. none; 2. minimal (one of three issues); 3. major (two of
three issues); and 4. full (all three issues).  It is used in postulate 4 to investigate
the dynamics of accommodation when higher complexity exists in a war crisis.
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For issue complexity we build upon previously coded variables. For terri-
tory we use type of rivalry which is based on ICB coding for territoriality. Its val-
ues are: 1. territory-dominant; 2. territory-driven; 3. territory related; and 4. non-
territorial rivalry. Values 1 to 3 involve a territorial issue while value 4 indicates
a non-territorial struggle. Second, for stakes, the shorter term and more specific
core topics in the confrontation, the gravity variable in the ICB dataset at the sys-
tem level was used. Unlike gravity of value at the actor level that focuses on the
perceptions, at the system level this variable identifies the core topic in the strug-
gle. System level gravity includes seven stakes: existence, grave damage, terri-
tory, influence, political regime, economic, and limited military damage. A cate-
gory of ‘other’ is also listed to accommodate unique stakes, all of which are non-
territorial in nature.25 For the issue of ethnicity we use crisis type which identi-
fies wars that occur in interstate-ethnic crises by using ethnic issue which
denotes five ethnic specific issues: cross-border turmoil, ethnic kinship/minority
Table 1: Complexity — Variables and Range
Complexity/ Issues Actors Superpowers IGOs Regional
Variables IGOs
Low overall
complexity
value 0-1 1-2 None None None
complexity
range 1 to 2 1 1 1 1
Major overall
complexity
value 2 3-5 1 Minimal, Minimal,
Low, Low,
Major Major
complexity
range 3 2 2 2-4 2-4
High overall
complexity
value 3 6 and 2 Full Full
more
complexity
range 4 3 3 5 5
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ties, terror, de-colonization struggle, and civil war. The most salient among these
issues is coded as the primary issue in the confrontation.26 In an ethnic-state cri-
sis, state adversaries along with ethnic actors participate in the confrontation. An
ethnic issue is coded in a crisis only when a non-state actor takes part in the
struggle alongside states, thereby adding to the complexity of the confrontation.
From this outlook, ethnicity does not mean ethnic diversity but rather the
involvement of an ethnic actor, the issues it sets on the agenda, and the turmoil
that follows its activities. For the issue of COC we use type of civilization con-
frontation that distinguishes between inter-civilization and intra-civilization con-
frontations.27 The adversaries are classified into either the same civilization or
different ones. The definition of a civilization follows the original formulation
proposed by Huntington.28 The actual coding of particular adversary states to the
different civilizations is based on previous studies that tested the COC thesis.29
Civilizations are a much broader concept than ethnicity and a COC issue can be
found in a struggle between state adversaries alone, while an ethnic non-state
actor must be involved when an ethnic issue is coded. An additional category,
other issues, covers cases that do not belong to the three issues mentioned above.
These cases are designated as low issue complexity (0 complexity score). In
future research these “other” issues should be investigated and added to the list
of issues that contribute to complexity.30 Some of these issues, such as regime
and policy, already appear in COW and are addressed by Vasquez and
Valeriano.31
Structure refers to the actors and the distribution of power between them
(polarity). When we designate structure complexity, we focus on the number and
type of actors involved and in their power rank. Unlike the dyadic nature of many
war studies, ICB recognizes that wars involve multiple actors: states of diverse
power rank and international organizations. To describe structure complexity we
build upon ICB variables that focus on the participants in the confrontation: cri-
sis actors (CRACTR); superpowers (hereby SPs), which include the US and
USSR/Russia (USACTOR and SUACTOR); international organizations (here-
after IGOs), which focuses on United Nations activity (GLOBORG and
GLOBEFAC); and regional IGOs (REGORG and ROEFAC). When information
is missing in ICB data on these variables we supplement them with information
from ICB variables: GLOBORG, GLOBACTM, REGBODY, and REGACTMB.
For the number of state adversaries we identify three values: 1. low (one
to two actors);  2. major (three to five actors); and 3. full (six and more actors).  
To account for power rank we look at superpower complexity in crisis. We
identify three values: 1. none (no SP active as crisis actor); 2. low (one SP); and
3. full (both SPs). To account for type of actors involved we define four levels of
structural complexity integrating the identity of the organization involved and
the nature of its involvement in the wars crisis: 1. none; 2. minimal; 3. low; 4.
major; and 5. full structural complexity.
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Overall Complexity
The index of overall complexity, outlined in Table 1, integrates issue and
structure complexity. The overall complexity score for each war is derived by
adding the complexity score for each of the components leading to a theoretical
overall range from a score of 2 to 20, with none to one issue and one to two
actors, to maximal — with the presence of all three issues, six or more adver-
saries, two superpowers, and full IGO and regional organization involvement.
Our findings reveal that in reality, the overall scores for the 55 wars in this study
range from 7 to 18.32 The analysis of overall complexity is based on three levels
within this range: 1. low (overall scores of 5-9); 2. mid-level (overall scores of
10-15); and 3. high (overall scores of 16 or more). These empirically derived
thresholds are useful in presenting an index of war complexity. Future analysis
of this variable as continuous can lead to explanatory results that are beyond our
present goals.   
Expectations: Postulates and Assumptions
We follow the basic premise that Richardson highlighted and Vasquez and
Valeriano probed: simple and complex wars differ. Their outcome will therefore
also vary. Translating this starting point into postulates on war complexity and
outcome, we anticipate that:
P1. Wars over a territory issue are more likely to end in an accom-
modative outcome than wars involving all other issues.
P2. Wars over a COC issue are more likely to end in a non-accom-
modative outcome than wars involving all other issues.
P3. An ethnic issue will rarely escalate to full-scale war, but when it
does, the war will most likely end in a non-accommodative outcome.
P4: War crises with higher complexity — in terms of issue, structure,
and overall complexity — are more likely to end with non-accom-
modative outcomes than cases with lower complexity.
These postulates are based on assumptions related to two core aspects that affect
outcomes: the importance of reaching a compromise and the difficulty in con-
cluding an agreement at the end of a war.33 These two aspects operate in con-
junction with the type of issue involved and the complexity of the case, thereby
leading to our assessments regarding the extent of accommodation in postulates
1-4. 
The issue-specific postulates (P1-P3) relate to the three approaches from
which they are derived. In the case of territorial wars simple (dyadic) wars tend
to involve core yet tangible stakes. The conflict over territory as a core interest
often leads to war but unlike religion and fundamental beliefs territory can be
divided. Hence, it is therefore reasonable to expect some accommodation at the
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end of a territorial struggle, even if only as a result of power politics that shape
the extent of compromise. Territorial wars may involve an extended alliance
structure and many adversaries but often involve two neighbor states. By con-
trast, COC wars are stipulated to be the harshest confrontations involving the
most fundamental and non-tangible stakes and complex structures. As
Huntington presents it, civilizations are a totality, the “biggest ‘we’ within which
we feel culturally at home as distinguished from all the other ‘thems’ out
there.”34 All these elements, together, create the strong and rigid civilization
alliances, adversarial blocs, and coalitions that fight one another. Compromise in
these wars is unlikely due to the zero-sum game between rival civilizations, their
competing values, and clashing norms. The structural difficulty of concluding a
multi-state war in an agreement that will satisfy all parties adds to the lower
chances of concluding such a confrontation in any type of agreement.
The case of ethnicity, as an issue in war, is more complex because ethnic-
ity is most often related to civil wars and low-intensity conflicts.  Consequently,
our third postulate claims that ethnic confrontations that escalate to full-scale war
are relatively rare and have a logic that is separate from other wars. When inter-
state and sub-state elements are intertwined, ethnic actors are involved alongside
state adversaries and low-intensity conflict/civil war usually precedes the escala-
tion to full-scale interstate war. Compromise in such cases is rare because the lin-
gering nature of low-intensity violence subjects ceasefire agreements and pro-
posed settlements to a test of endurance. Central government control and outside
support, two vital elements for consolidating an accord in such cases, are often
lacking. Moreover, when ethnic actors place their demands at the negotiation
table, it is hard to satisfy the core adversaries who often de-legitimize one anoth-
er. The end result is that wars over ethnic issues are concluded with a non-accom-
modative outcome.35
With respect to overall complexity, involving not only issues but structure
too, we assert that in low complexity wars it is relatively easy, and also impor-
tant, to reach a compromise. When the interests at stake lead to war but only a
few actors of similar rank and type are involved, compromise can be outlined,
negotiated, and monitored. In high complexity wars involving many actors with
diversity in power and type, though compromise is essential in order to re-estab-
lish order and stability, it is quite difficult to reach and maintain. Even the super-
powers and IGOs/regional IGOs, who participate as mediators in such cases,
often fail to resolve the confrontation. Hence we anticipate that the higher the
complexity of war, the less likely is an accommodative outcome. 
Our postulates relate to regular war crises in which the crisis begins before
the war erupts.36 We also add IWCs, where a long ongoing war is waged before
the crisis begins, as a control group. Such situations involve major escalations
and defeats that take place during an ongoing war that indicate a transition in the
conflict setting and the onset of a war crisis.37 During IWCs the role of violence
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and animosity is paramount, not only throughout the crisis but also before it
starts and at times even after it ends. As such, these cases are a distinct subset of
wars that might be said to epitomize the logic of war or, by contrast, embody the
cycle of primordial hostility and enduring confrontation. We explore both groups
of wars to check the correspondence between issue/structure complexity and out-
comes.  We expect to find diversity in war patterns and anticipate that the logic
of our postulates will be relevant to regular war crises while other trends will be
found in IWCs, reflecting the overwhelming role of violence and animosity that
exist before the crisis even starts.38
Findings
The study of 55 war crises over the period from 1946 to 2002, derived from
the ICB dataset, is designed to explore whether or not variations in war com-
plexity are coupled with differences in accommodation at the end of the con-
frontation (see Appendix 1). We first probe issues in terms of substance and com-
plexity; second, we investigate structure complexity; and third, we conclude with
an analysis of overall complexity and outcomes in war crises.
Issue Complexity and War
Do regular wars and IWCs differ in terms of the issues they involve? Are
distinct issues coupled with accommodation or non-accommodation? We address
these queries by analyzing the substance and complexity of the issues. 
Findings on issues and outcomes in regular wars and IWCs, our control
group, are presented in Table 2. Among the 55 war crises we probe, 69 percent
of the wars (38 cases) are regular wars and 31 percent of them (17 cases) are
IWCs.  What characterizes wars in terms of their core issue? How are issues clus-
tered to create issue complexity in wars? Does high-issue complexity couple
with non-accommodative outcomes? 
When only one issue is present in a war crisis, issue complexity is low and
different levels of accommodation are coupled with various issues depending on
the substance, supporting postulates 1 to 3 regarding regular wars and only part-
ly so with respect to IWCs. 
In regular wars most crises involving territoriality tend to end in accom-
modation (75 percent), supporting postulate 1; all the cases with a COC issue end
in non-accommodation, supporting postulate 2; and, since most international
wars between 1946 and 2002 do not involve ethnicity at all, evidently ethnicity
is not a central issue when interstate wars are concerned.39 How do the few wars
that involve ethnic issues end?  Some ethnic wars are coupled with accommoda-
tion but findings indicate that ethnicity does not appear alone as a single issue.40
Rather it is often coupled with one or two more issues that in conjunction with
ethnicity are resolved mostly in a non-accommodative mode, thereby supporting
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postulate 3. When ethnicity is coupled with a COC issue, most cases end in a
non-accommodative outcome (62.5 percent) and when territoriality and ethnici-
ty are evident non-accommodation follows.41 More specifically, when two issues
are involved, in regular wars most cases end in non-accommodation but when
either territoriality or ethnicity are coupled with a COC issue some accommoda-
tion exists, unlike the total non-accommodation which is found when only a
COC issue is present. Hence, in the territoriality-COC group, 33 percent of the
crises end in accommodation while 67 percent do not, and in the COC-ethnicity
group 37.5 percent of the cases end in accommodation while 62.5 percent do not.
A COC is therefore not a good sign when accommodation in war is a desirable
ending. When all three issues are present the trend reverses itself in favor of an
accommodative outcome in 71 percent of all regular wars, while only 29 percent
of the cases end in non-accommodation. Accommodation is therefore most like-
ly when territoriality is at stake or when all three issues are involved, that is,
when issue complexity is high.
Turning to our control group of IWCs, long wars where violence is pro-
tracted in nature and precedes the outbreak of the crisis, mixed trends are found
and the extent of accommodation is low in all issues except for the group of
“other” issues.42 Most of the wars with a COC issue end in non-accommodation
Table 2: Issue Substance and Outcomes
Issues Accommodative Non-
accommodative
N % N %
Non- None of the three issues 1 33% 2 67%
IWC COC only - - 6 100%
Territory only 3 75% 1 25%
Territory and COC 3 33% 6 67%
Territory and ethnicity - - 1 100%
COC and ethnicity 3 37.5% 5 62.5%
All three issues 5 71% 2 29%
Total 15 39.5% 23 60.5%
IWC None of the three issues 3 100% - -
COC only 1 33% 2 67%
Territory only 2 50% 2 50%
Territory and COC 2 40% 3 60%
All three issues 1 50% 1 50%
Total 9 53% 8 47%
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(67 percent) and even in long wars with a territorial issue or containing all three
issues the chances of accommodation/non-accommodation are even (50:50),
though these cases involve a slightly better prospect in terms of compromise and
conflict resolution than cases with a COC issue alone.
When we compare regular wars and IWCs we find that quite the same
trends exist with respect to COC alone and to territory coupled with COC. In the
case of a COC issue all regular wars end with non-accommodation and most
IWCs do so (67 percent). When both territory and a COC issue are evident, 67
percent of the regular wars end with non-accommodation and 60 percent of the
IWCs do so. In crises with none of these three issues and with all three issues
together, the trends are quite different in regular wars and IWCs. First, in the
group where none of the three issues are involved, 67 percent of the regular wars
end in non-accommodation, while all cases in the IWC control group end in
accommodation. When all three issues are involved and issue complexity is high,
71 percent of the regular wars but only 50 percent in the IWC group end in
accommodation. What do these findings indicate in terms of low- and high-issue
complexity and war outcomes?
Findings on issue complexity are presented in Table 3 in terms of a scale
ranging from none, via minimal and major, to full-issue complexity. These find-
ings lead us to reject our theoretical expectation spelled out in postulate 4 on
issue complexity regarding regular wars and to accept it partly regarding the con-
trol group of IWCs. When full-issue complexity is evident the prospects of
accommodation are high in regular wars and drops considerably in IWCs.
Table 3: Issue Complexity and Outcomes
Issues complexity Accommodative Non-
accommodative
N % N %
Non-IWC None 1 33% 2 67%
Minimal (one only) 3 30% 7 70%
Major (two issues) 6 33% 12 67%
Full (three issues) 5 71% 2 29%
Total 15 39.5% 23 60.5%
IWC None 3 100% - -
Minimal (one only) 3 43% 4 57%
Major (two issues) 2 40% 3 60%
Full (three issues) 1 50% 1 50%
Total 9 53% 8 47%
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In regular wars accommodative outcomes are more likely than non-accom-
modative ones (71 percent) only in full-issue complexity. In the lower levels of
issue complexity involving none, minimal, and major complexity, most of the
crises end in a non-accommodative ending. Only some 30 percent of the cases
are accommodative in nature.
When we turn to long wars in the IWCs control group this trend disap-
pears. A rather close level of non-accommodation appears in all three complexi-
ty levels, with 57 percent for minimal complexity, 60 percent for major, and a
drop to 50 percent non-accommodation for full-issue complexity.  By contrast,
as noted earlier, all cases where the issues we analyze are not evident at all are
resolved in accommodation.
Structure Complexity and War
The type and power of adversaries also indicate war complexity. Hence,
we probe actors, superpower involvement, and the participation of IGOs/region-
al IGOs as indicators of structure complexity. First we address each element of
structure complexity on its own and compare regular wars with our control group
of IWCs. Then we explore the correspondence between overall complexity and
outcomes, anticipating that higher complexity will be coupled with less accom-
modation in war crises.   
Crisis Actors and Outcomes
Do regular wars differ from IWCs in the extent of actor complexity? Does
high actor complexity correspond with non-accommodative outcomes as antici-
pated in postulate 4? The findings presented in Table 4 show that indeed regular
wars and IWCs differ and that postulate 4 is supported in the former but not in
the latter. 
Table 4: Structure Complexity — Actors and Outcomes
Actors Accommodative Non-
accommodative
N % N %
Non-IWC Low (1-2) 7 44% 9 56%
Major (3-5) 7 44% 9 56%
Full (6 and more) 1 17% 5 83%
Total 15 39.5% 23 60.5%
IWC Low (1-2) 2 29% 5 71%
Major (3-5) 7 70% 3 30%
Full (6 and more) - - - -
Total 9 53% 8 47%
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In regular wars both in the low and major actor complexity levels, 56 per-
cent of the cases are non-accommodative, and in the full actor complexity, with
6 and more actors involved, non-accommodation rises to 83 percent. By contrast,
in IWCs, where all cases are either of low or major actor complexity, 29 percent
of the former end in accommodation and 70 percent of the latter. Contrary to the
anticipation in postulate 4, the rise in accommodation follows the rise in actor
complexity. Hence, while in regular wars high actor complexity follows the logic
of postulate 4 that links high complexity with non-accommodation, in IWCs with
many participants the logic changes and compromise takes place. 
Superpowers and Outcomes
Do regular wars differ from IWCs in the extent of superpower complexi-
ty? Does high superpower complexity correspond with non-accommodative out-
comes as anticipated in postulate 4?
The findings presented in Table 5 support postulate 4 regarding regular
wars but not for IWCs. In regular wars we find that 52 percent of the crises with
no superpower involvement end in non-accommodation. Non-accommodation
rises to 83 percent of the cases with one superpower involved and to 80 percent
of the cases with both superpowers involved. Clearly, in these cases, as antici-
pated in postulate 4, accommodation and high superpower complexity are not
coupled. 
In the control group of IWCs a mixed trend appears: accommodation drops
from 54.5 percent to 40 percent with the rise from no superpower complexity to
one superpower only, supporting postulate 4. But accommodation rises sharply
to 100 percent when both superpowers are involved, contrary to the expectations
Table 5: Structure Complexity — Superpowers and Outcomes
Superpowers (SPs) Accommodative Non-
as war crisis actors accommodative
N % N %
Non-IWC No SP involvement 13 48% 14 52%
One SP 1 17% 5 83%
Two SPs 1 20% 4 80%
Total 15 39.5% 23 60.5%
IWC No SP involvement 6 54.5% 5 45.5%
One SP 2 40% 3 60%
Two SPs 1 100% - -
Total 9 53% 8 47%
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spelled out in postulate 4.  Once more, as in actor complexity, it seems that per-
haps the dangers of escalation or fatigue introduce some prudence and high com-
plexity is coupled with compromise at the end of the confrontation.  
IGOs and Outcomes
Do regular wars differ from IWCs in the extent of IGO complexity? Does
high IGO complexity correspond with non-accommodative outcomes as antici-
pated in postulate 4?
The findings presented in Table 6 support postulate 4 for regular wars but
not for IWCs. In regular wars, the rise of IGO complexity is coupled with a cor-
responding rise in non-accommodative outcomes as stipulated in postulate 4: 50
percent of the cases end in non-accommodation when no IGO activity exists; 60
percent, when low IGO complexity is found; 65 percent when major IGO com-
plexity exists; and 62.5 percent when full IGO complexity is present in wars.
Support for postulate 4 on this aspect of complexity points to the fact that con-
ventional wisdom regarding IGO activity is not automatic. Though IGOs are
regarded as mediators that attempt to promote conflict resolution, their role in
enhancing war complexity is often coupled with the opposite result: a non-
accommodative ending of wars.
In IWCs the trend reverses itself and with the rise in IGO complexity a cor-
responding rise in accommodation is found, thereby rejecting postulate 4 and
supporting conventional wisdom regarding IGO contribution to crisis manage-
ment and conflict abatement, despite their role of increasing structural complex-
ity. While 50 percent of the IWCs with no IGOs involved end in accommodation,
Table 6: Structure Complexity — IGOs and Outcomes
IGOs in war crises Accommodative Non-
accommodative
N % N %
Non-IWC None 4 50% 4 50%
Low 2 40% 3 60%
Major 6 35% 11 65%
Full 3 37.5% 5 62.5%
Total 15 39.5% 23 60.5%
IWC None 1 50% 1 50%
Low 3 43% 4 57%
Major 3 60% 2 40%
Full 2 67% 1 33%
Total 9 53% 8 47%
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43 percent of them end so when low IGO complexity exists, 60 percent when
major IGO activity is found, and 67 percent when full IGO complexity is pres-
ent.
Regional IGOs and Outcomes
Do regular wars differ from IWCs in the extent of regional IGO complex-
ity? Does high regional IGO complexity correspond with non-accommodative
outcomes as anticipated in postulate 4?
The findings presented in Table 7 do not support postulate 4 in either reg-
ular wars or IWCs. For once, non-IWCs and IWCs follow a similar logic and in
both types of war a rise in regional IGO complexity is coupled with a rise in
accommodation. This trend could lead to a refinement in the conventional wis-
dom regarding IGO roles in war crises: while both IGOs and regional IGOs add
to complexity, accommodation decreases when IGOs are involved but increases
when regional IGOs do so. This is true in regular wars and in IWCs. In more
detail, when examining regular wars: 78 percent of the cases end in non-accom-
modation with no regional IGO complexity, 60 percent when low regional IGO
complexity is found, 54 percent when major regional IGO complexity exists, and
when full regional IGO complexity is present in wars all cases are accommoda-
tive. Quite similarly, in the control group of IWCs: 40 percent of the cases end
in non-accommodation with no regional IGO complexity, 67 percent when low
regional IGO complexity is found, and when major regional IGO complexity
exists all the cases end in an accommodative manner. No cases of full regional
IGO complexity are present in IWC wars. Notably, though low regional IGO
Table 7: Structure Complexity — Regional IGOs and Outcomes
Regional IGOs in Accommodative Non-
war crises accommodative
N % N %
Non-IWC None 2 22% 7 78%
Low 6 40% 9 60%
Major 6 46% 7 54%
Full 1 100% - -
Total 15 39.5% 23 60.5%
IWC None 6 60% 4 40%
Low 2 33% 4 67%
Major 1 100% - -
Full - - - -
Total 9 53% 8 47% 
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complexity seems to hamper accommodation, with the decline in such outcomes
from 60 percent to 33 percent when a shift is made from no involvement to low
regional complexity, but in the major regional complexity all cases, are accom-
modative, pointing to the fact that though regional IGOs add to complexity, like
IGOs, their activity is coupled with accommodation more than that of IGOs. 
Overall Complexity and Outcomes
Does the overall complexity of regular wars differ from that of IWCs?
Does high complexity correspond with non-accommodative outcomes, as antic-
ipated in postulate 4? How do different types of war score on the complexity
index? Table 8 presents a summary of complexity levels and outcomes for the 55
wars we probe herein. Based upon the issue and structure indicators of com-
plexity we calculated a complexity score for each case. The analysis of com-
plexity is based on three levels within this range: 1. low (overall complexity
lower than 9); 2. mid-level (overall complexity of 10-15); and 3. high (overall
complexity of 16 or more). 
What do we learn from these scores about war complexity and outcome?
The results do not support postulate 4 for both regular wars and IWCs, though
the patterns in both groups vary. Our findings point to the conclusion that over-
all complexity tends to be coupled with accommodation but some patterns vary.
In the group of regular wars, 50 percent of the wars characterized by low com-
plexity end with non-accommodation, 64 percent in the mid-complexity range,
and 60 percent in the high complexity level.  Most accommodation is found
therefore in the low-level complexity category indicating support for postulate 4,
based on the decline from 50 percent to 36 percent accommodation which corre-
sponds with the shift from low to mid-level complexity, and a rather close 40 per-
cent at the high complexity.
Table 8: Overall Complexity Range and Outcomes
Complexity range Accommodative Non-
accommodative
N % N %
Non-IWC Low (less then 6) 4 50% 4 50%
Middle (7-9) 9 36% 16 64%
High (10 and more) 2 40% 3 60%
Total 15 39.5% 23 60.5%
IWC Low (less then 6) 2 40% 3 60%
Middle (7-9) 7 58% 5 42%
High (10 and more) - - - -
Total 9 53% 8 47%
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In the IWC group, some mixed trends are evident but the main pattern
points to a rejection of postulate 4 because non-accommodation in these cases
drops from 60 percent to 42 percent when a shift is made from low to mid-level
complexity. Accordingly, a rise in accommodation is found from 40 percent in
the low level complexity to 58 percent of the cases in mid-level complexity,
highlighting the trend that increased complexity is accompanied with more
accommodation.
CONCLUSION
Not all wars are the same. This is clear from our findings on war crises,
complexity, and outcomes. Using our variables for classifying issues, structure,
war complexity and outcomes, wars are not coded alike but patterns of com-
plexity and outcome do exist within subsets of wars. For example, in a rising
order of overall complexity score (CS): the Black September confrontation of
1970 is coded as a CS of 12 and a non-accommodative outcome; the 1982 War
in Lebanon involves a CS of 13 and an accommodative outcome; in the 1973
October War in the Middle East the CS is 15 with an accommodative outcome,
while the 2001 War in Afghanistan also has a CS of 15 and a non-accommoda-
tive outcome; the Suez War of 1956 has a CS of 16 and a non-accommodative
outcome; the 1991 Gulf war scores 18 on the CS with a non-accommodative out-
come.43 What does this mean? Our findings converge with those of earlier stud-
ies on war diversity and therefore they increase the generality of a core stipula-
tion in our field: wars vary greatly. This stipulation is now supported by evidence
on wars from 1918 (COW/MID) to 2002 (ICB) and multiple datasets (COW,
MID, ICB). In the future the emergence of a comprehensive theory of war and
peace in world politics should take the stipulation that ‘not all wars are alike’ as
its starting point. But more research on this topic is clearly needed, taking a clos-
er look at ethnicity, civil wars, political regime, culture, and other topics that
have been relatively neglected compared to the cumulative research efforts
devoted to state-centric aspects.
More specifically, what do our findings mean? Do wars vary with com-
plexity and is complexity associated with outcomes? When we combine our
results we learn that territory, COC, and ethnicity are meaningful issues in war
and that wars over these issues vary in their outcomes, mainly supporting postu-
lates 1-3 in regular wars and providing less support in the IWC control group.
Here it seems that primordial animosity, violence, and fatigue may override the
effects of issue substance. Examples occurred in Indonesia’s struggle for inde-
pendence, during the ongoing war in Yemen, throughout the Indochina con-
frontation, and during the prolonged Iran-Iraq War. Regarding postulate 4, on the
coupling of complexity and non-accommodative outcomes we found that some
issue and structure elements in non-IWCs support postulate 4 (actors, superpow-
ers, and IGOs), while others do not (issues, regional IGOs, and overall complex-
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ity). In the IWC category our control group, in which full-scale war precedes the
onset of the crisis, postulate 4 is rejected by all elements with the exception of
issue complexity that indicates some support. In summary, with the rise in com-
plexity, regular wars are less accommodative and IWCs are more accommoda-
tive. This finding introduces a somewhat more optimistic tone to the analysis of
wars: the possibility of escalation management and the prospects of conflict res-
olution in crises that occur during ongoing long wars.    
In our analysis we also found that the substance of issues as well as their
complexity is coupled with war outcomes. As outlined in postulates 1-3, the most
accommodative of all issues is territory (for examples, the 1973 October War)
and the least accommodative is COC (for example, the 2001 Afghanistan War).
The prospects of compromise in a war with a COC issue increases somewhat if
it is coupled with ethnicity or territoriality or both (for example, the 1947-48
Palestine partition/Israeli independence crisis). These trends, though much less
pronounced, are also evident in IWCs. Overall, these results, supporting the sub-
stantive aspect of issues and postulates 1-3, though not fully, demonstrate the
usefulness of using issues to indicate complexity. 
What do we learn about structure elements of complexity and war out-
comes? Structure is indicated by diversity in the number and type of participants
in war crises.  In terms of diversity in scope of actors, while in regular wars high
actor complexity follows the logic of postulate 4 that links escalation and non-
accommodation (for example, 1991 Gulf War), in IWCs with many participants
the logic changes and prudence/compromise takes place. 
When we turn to power structure and superpower involvement in regular
wars, as anticipated in postulate 4, accommodation and high superpower com-
plexity are not coupled. But in the control group of IWCs a mixed trend appears
and once more, as in actor complexity, it seems that the dangers of escalation
introduce some prudence, if not fatigue, so that high complexity is coupled with
compromise at the end of the confrontation.
Structural elements of complexity also involve diversity in type of crisis
participants. Regarding the involvement of IGOs, though these organizations are
regarded as mediators that attempt to promote conflict resolution, our findings
show that their role in enhancing war complexity is often coupled with the oppo-
site result: a non-accommodative ending of wars. However, this is not the case
with respect to regional IGOs. For once, regular wars and IWCs follow a similar
logic and in both types of war a rise in regional IGO complexity is coupled with
a rise in accommodation. This trend should lead to a refinement in the conven-
tional wisdom regarding IGO roles in war crises: while both IGOs and regional
IGOs add to complexity, accommodation decreases when IGOs are involved but
increases when regional IGOs do so. 
Do these mixed findings regarding regular wars, the majority of cases in
our study, mean that overall complexity really matters? Both the operational
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complexity index and the concept of complexity are core attributes of wars that
describe their unique characterization. Outcomes, however, are the last step in
the war process and its de-escalation dynamics. Consequently, it is not surprising
to find that outcomes do not fully correspond with complexity alone. In fact, the
diversity in wars and their outcomes is a reasonable and important finding. War
complexity should be probed further to assess its salience in explaining funda-
mental war phases, from initiation, via coping and management, to termination. 
By choosing to focus on war crises, the most hostile confrontations in
world politics, we have no a priori reason to expect that wars will end in com-
promise or that war crises will terminate in accommodation. In the event that
some accommodation patterns are found we should try to understand their
unique nature, analyze the processes they involve, and investigate how they dif-
fer from other types of wars that end without compromise. This will hopefully
enable us to manage crises in a better way and prevent future uncontrolled esca-
lation of violence to war.
Finally, one may ask: why study war in the current period of terror, civil-
ethnic driven struggles, and low-intensity conflicts? Perhaps all our efforts
should be geared to alternative research agendas that might offer new insights on
what seem to be the most threatening aspects of our existence?44 One of the
major contributions of a multi-path ‘steps to war’ model might be in helping us
grasp the big picture, even when we are confronted with the specifics of current
developments. The expansion of new research fields must not come at the
expense of a re-examination of classical topics — conflicts, crises, and wars.
The study of war in the post 9/11 era should therefore be multi-focal, as Steve
Smith claims.45 We, too, believe that a multi-focal approach is important for the
study of wars in the twenty-first century. ICB, COW, MID, and other databases,
as well as major theories in our field, are indeed state-centric in orientation. And
yet, we have to be careful not to discard all state-centric material just because it
does not always relate to the ‘other’ aspects that make up the present world. The
analysis of patterns, regularities, and transformations in the past, present, and
future arenas of world politics should take into account the fact that not all wars
are alike. Distinct issues matter and accommodation patterns are associated with
the specific issues at stake. As a result, the ‘steps to war’ cannot always be iden-
tical and a multi-faceted model should be created to explain war and peace over
time and space.
Hemda Ben-Yehuda is Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Science
at Bar Ilan University.
2008
130
Endnotes
1. Scott Bennett and Allan C. Stam, The Behavioral Origins of War (Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan
University Press, 2004); Michael Brecher, Crises in World Politics: Theory and Reality
(Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1993); Michael Brecher and Jonathan Wilkenfeld, A Study of Crisis
(Ann Arbor MI: Michigan University Press, 1997); Stuart A. Bremer, “Advancing the Scientific
Study of War,” International Interactions 19, nos. 1-2 (1993), pp. 1-26; Paul F. Diehl, ed., The
Scourge of War: New Extensions on an Old Problem (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan
Press, 2004); Paul, F. Diehl, War and Peace in International Rivalry (Ann Arbor, MI:
University of Michigan Press, 2000); Daniel S. Geller, “Toward a Scientific Theory of War,” in
Diehl, ed., The Scourge of War, pp. 222-36; Daniel S. Geller, “Explaining War: Empirical
Patterns and Theoretical Mechanisms,” in I. Midlarsky Manus, ed., Handbook of War Studies
II (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2002), pp. 407-49; Kalevi, J. Holsti, Peace
and War: Armed Conflicts and International Order, 1648-1989 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991); Patrick James, “Structural Realism and the Causes of War,” Mershon
International Studies Review 39 (1995), pp. 181-208; Daniel M. Jones, Stuart A. Bremer, and
David J. Singer, “Militarized Interstate Disputes, 1916-1992: Rationale, Coding Rules, and
Empirical Patterns,” Conflict Management and Peace Science 15 (1996), pp. 163-213; Russell
J. Leng, “Escalation: Competing Perspectives and Empirical Evidence,” International Studies
Review 6 (2004), pp. 51-64; Jack S. Levy, “Big Wars, Small Wars, and Theory Construction,”
International Interactions 16, no. 3 (1990), pp. 215-24; and John A. Vasquez, “The Probability
of War, 1816-1992,” International Studies Quarterly 48, no. 1 (2004), pp. 1-27; these works
provide an overview of literature on conflict crisis and war. Diehl’s The Scourge of War is an
excellent source for COW/MID studies on war with a perspective on past achievements that
also keeps in mind the question of “what next.” It also contains an extensive bibliographical list
on this topic. On the emotional aspects and ripeness, see Steven Forde, “Thucydides on
Ripeness and Conflict Resolution,” International Studies Quarterly 48 (2004), pp. 177-95. 
2. Michael Brecher and Ben-Yehuda Hemda, “System and Crisis in International Politics,” Review
of International Studies 11, no. 1 (1985), p. 23.
3. See list of cases in Appendix 1.
4. John A. Vasquez and Brandon Valeriano, “A Classification of Interstate War,” paper presented
to the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Montreal, Quebec, Canada, 17-
20 March 2004, p. 2.
5. Among the many studies on territoriality, conflict, and war, see, for example, Hemda Ben-
Yehuda, “Territoriality and War in International Crises: Theory and Findings, 1918-2001,”
International Studies Review 6 (2004), pp. 85-105; Hemda Ben-Yehuda, “Territoriality Crisis
and War in the Arab-Israel Conflict,” Journal of Conflict Studies 21, no. 2 (2002), pp. 78-108;
Paul Diehl, “Geography and War: A Review and Assessment of the Empirical Literature,”
International Interactions 17, no. 1 (1991), pp. 11-27; Nils Peter Gleditsch, “Geography,
Democracy and Peace,” International Interactions 20, no. 4 (1995), pp. 297-323; Charles S.
Gochman, “Interstate Metrics: Conceptualizing, Operationalizing, and Measuring the
Geographic Proximity of States Since the Congress of Vienna,” International Interactions 17,
no. 1 (1991), pp. 93-112; Gary Goertz and Paul F. Diehl, Territorial Changes and International
Conflict (London: Routledge, 1992); Colin S. Gray, “The Continued Primacy of Geography,”
Orbis 40, no. 2 (1996), pp. 247-59; Paul R. Hensel, “Contentious Issues and World Politics: The
Management of Territorial Claims in the Americas, 1816-1992,” International Studies
Quarterly 45, no. 1 (March 2001), pp. 81-109, Paul R. Hensel, “Territory: Theory and Evidence
on Geography and Conflict,” in John A. Vasquez, ed., What Do We Know about War? (Lanham,
MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 2000), pp. 57-84, Paul R. Hensel, “Charting a Course to Conflict:
Territorial Issues and Militarized Interstate Disputes, 1816-1992,” Conflict Management and
Peace Science 15, no. 1 (1996), pp. 43-73; Paul Huth, Standing Your Ground: Territorial
Disputes and International Conflicts (Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan University Press, 1996);
Stephen A. Kocs, “Territorial Disputes and Interstate War, 1945-1987,” The Journal of Politics
The Journal of Conflict Studies
131
57, no. 1 (1995), pp.159-75; Benjamin A. Most and Harvey Starr, “Diffusion, Reinforcement,
Geopolitics, and the Spread of War,” American Political Science Review 74, no. 4 (1980), pp.
932-46; Paul D. Senese, “Geographical Proximity and Issue Salience,” Conflict Management
and Peace Science 15, no. 2 (1996), pp.133-61; Harvey Starr, “Joining Political and Geographic
Perspectives: Geopolitics and International Relations,” International Interactions 17, no. 1
(1991), pp. 1-9; William R. Thompson, “The Size of War, Structural and Geopolitical Contexts,
and Theory Building/Testing,” International Interactions 16, no. 3 (1990), pp. 183-99; Karen
A. Rasler and William R. Thompson, “Contested Territory, Strategic Rivalries and Conflict
Escalation,” International Studies Quarterly 50 (2006), pp.145-67; Bruce M. Russett, John
Oneal, and Michaelene Cox, “Clash of Civilizations, or Realism and Liberalism Deja Vu? Some
Evidence,” Journal of Peace Research 37, no. 5 (2000), pp. 583-608; John A. Vasquez,
“Mapping the Probability of War and Analyzing the Possibility of Peace: The Role of Territorial
Disputes,” Conflict Management and Peace Science 18, no. 2 (2001), pp.145-73, John A.
Vasquez, “Distinguishing Rivals That Go To War From Those That Do Not: A Quantitative
Comparative Case Study Of Two Paths To War,” International Studies Quarterly 40, no. 4
(1996), pp. 531-58; John A. Vasquez,  The War Puzzle (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1993); and Douglas Woodwell, “Unwelcome Neighbors: Shared Ethnicity and
International Conflict During the Cold War,” International Studies Quarterly 48 (2004), pp.
197-223. 
6. Vasquez, The War Puzzle.
7. See Ben-Yehuda, “Territoriality and War in International Crises,” for a detailed review of the
three approaches.
8. Vasquez, The War Puzzle, pp. 138 and 142; Huth, Standing Your Ground, p. 9.
9. Huth, Standing Your Ground, p. 19.
10. Vasquez, The War Puzzle, pp. 130-31; Holsti, Peace and War; and Paul R Hensel and Sara
Mitchell McLaughlin, “Bones of Contention: Measuring Contentious Issues in World Politics,”
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, San
Francisco, 30 August 2001. While focusing on territorial issues, Vasquez makes a clear distinc-
tion between issues and stakes and is aware of the diversity in stakes within a single issue
(Vasquez, The War Puzzle, p.129).  Huth also identifies several stakes that are part of the larg-
er territorial issue (Huth, Standing Your Ground, pp. 49-53). The idea of including issues and
stakes in the analysis of international relations was introduced in the late 1970s. See Dale P.
Dean and John Vasquez, “From Power Politics to Issue Politics: Biopolarity and Multipolarity
in Light of a New Paradigm,” The Western Political Quarterly 29, no. 1 (1976), pp. 7-28;
Richard Mansbach and John Vasquez, In Search of Theory: A New Paradigm for Global
Politics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1981); John A. Vasquez and Ricard Mansbach,
“The Issue Cycle: Conceptualizing Long-Term Global Political Change,” International
Organization 37, no. 2 (1983), pp. 257-79). The Issue Correlates of War or ICOW project (with
a MID compatible data collection) codes data on territorial issues. This project highlights the
tangible and non-tangible aspects of territorial issues and it now also covers cross-border, river,
and maritime issues (Hensel and McLaughlin, “Bones of Contention”). For more on issues and
territoriality, see Ben-Yehuda, “Territoriality and War,” who presents a review on the develop-
ment of issues in territorial conflicts crises and wars.
11. For a definition and application of these ethnic issues, see Hemda Ben-Yehuda and Meirav
Mishali-Ram, “Ethnic Actors and International Crises: Theory and Findings 1918-2002,”
International Interactions 32, no. 1 (2006), pp. 49-78, Hemda Ben-Yehuda and Meirav Mishali-
Ram, “The Ethnic-State Perspective in International Crises: A Theoretical Framework Applied
to the Arab-Israel Conflict 1947-2000,” International Interactions 29, no. 1 (2003), pp. 1-26;
and Meirav Mishali-Ram, “Ethnicity and International Conflict: A Comparative Analysis of
Crises and Protracted Conflicts, 1918-2003,” Ph.D. Dissertation, Bar-Ilan University, Israel,
2004.
2008
132
12. See, for example, Michael Brecher and Jonathan Wilkenfeld, A Study of Crisis (Ann Arbor MI:
Michigan University Press, 1997), pp. 780-802; David Carment, “The International
Dimensions of Ethnic Conflict: Concepts, Indicators, and Theory,” Journal of Peace Research
30, no. 2 (1993), pp. 137-50; David Carment and Patrick James, eds., Wars in the Midst of
Peace: International Politics of Ethnic Conflict (Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press,
1997); David Carment and Patrick James eds., Peace in the Midst of Wars: Preventing and
Managing Ethnic Conflict (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 1998); Alexis
Heraclides, “Conflict Resolution, Ethnonationalism and the Middle East Impasse,” Journal of
Peace Research 26, no. 2 (1989), pp. 197-212; Alexis Heraclides, “The Ending of Unending
Conflicts: Separatist Wars,” Millennium: Journal of International Studies 26, no. 3 (1997), pp.
679-707; Donald L. Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1985); Donald L. Horowitz, “Irredentas and Secessions: Adjacent Phenomena,
Neglected Connections,” in Naomi Chazan, ed., Irredentism and International Politics
(London: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1991), pp 9-22; Samuel P. Huntington, “The Clash of
Civilizations,” Foreign Affairs 72, no. 3 (1993), pp. 22-49; Samuel P. Huntington, “If Not
Civilizations, What?” Foreign Affairs 72, no. 4 (1993), pp. 186-94; Ted Robert Gurr, “Why
Minorities Rebel: A Global Analysis of Communal Mobilization and Conflict since 1945,”
International Political Science Review 14, no. 2 (1993), pp. 161-201; Ted Robert Gurr and
Barbara Harff,  Ethnic Conflict in World Politics (Boulder, CO: Westview, 1994); Patrick
James, “Structural Realism and the Causes of War,” Mershon International Studies Review 39
(1995), pp. 181-208; and Anthony D. Smith, The Ethnic Revival (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981).
13. Ben-Yehuda and Mishali-Ram, “Ethnic Actors and International Crises”; Ben-Yehuda and
Mishali-Ram, “The Ethnic-State Perspective in International Crises”; and Mishali-Ram,
“Ethnicity and International Conflict.”
14. See, for example, Ben-Yehuda and Mishali, “Ethnic Actors and International Crises”; Brecher
and Wilkenfeld, A Study in Crisis, pp. 779-802; David Carment, “The International Dimensions
of Ethnic Conflict”; Carment and James, eds., Peace in the Midst of Wars; Carment and James,
eds., and Wars in the Midst of Peace; David Carment and Patrick James, “Internal Constraints
and Interstate Ethnic Conflict: Towards a Crisis-Based Assessment of Irredentism,” Journal of
Conflict Resolution, 39, no. 1 (1995), pp. 82-109; Walker Connor, Ethnonationalism: The Quest
for Understanding (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994); Robert H. Dorff,  “Failed
States After 9/11: What Did We Know and What Have We Learned?” International Studies
Perspectives 6 (2005), pp. 20-34; Hugh Donald Forbes, Ethnic Conflict: Commerce, Culture,
and the Contact Hypotheses (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1997); Ted Robert Gurr,
“Why Minorities Rebel: A Global Analysis of Communal Mobilization and Conflict since
1945,” International Political Science Review 14, no. 2 (1993), pp. 161-201, Ted Robert Gurr,
Minorities At Risk: A Global View of Ethnopolitical Conflicts. (Washington, DC: Institution of
Peace Press, 1993); Ted Robert Gurr and Barbara Harff,  Ethnic Conflict in World Politics
(Boulder, CO: Westview, 1994); Ted Robert Gurr and Will H. Moore, “Ethnopolitical
Rebellion: A Cross-Sectional Analysis of the 1980s with Risk Assessments for the 1990s,”
American Journal of Political Science 41, no. 4 (1997), pp. 1079-1103; Heraclides, “The
Ending of Unending Conflicts”; Alexis Heraclides, “Conflict Resolution, Ethnonationalism and
the Middle East Impasse,” Journal of Peace Research, 26, no. 2 (1989), pp. 197-212; Horowitz,
“Irredentas and Secessions”; Donald L. Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1985); Manus I. Midlarsky, The Internationalization of
Communal Strife (London: Routledge, 1992); Meredith Reid Sarkees, Frank Whelon Wayman,
and David J. Singer, “Inter-state, Intra-State, and Extra-State Wars: A Comprehensive Look at
Their Distribution Over Time, 1816-1997,” International Studies Quarterly 47, no. 1 (2003),
pp. 49-70; Melvin Small and David J. Singer, Resort to Arms: International and Civil Wars,
1816-1980 (Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1982); Anthony D. Smith, Ethnicity and
Nationalism (Leiden: Brill, 1992); Anthony D. Smith, The Ethnic Revival (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1981); and Anthony D. Smith and John D. Hutchinson, Ethnicity
The Journal of Conflict Studies
133
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996). Closely related to ethnicity is the field of civil wars
that should also be integrated in the future into an issue paradigm. 
15. The clash of civilizations thesis was initially presented and later defended by Samuel P.
Huntington, “Try Again: A Reply to Russett, Oneal and Cox,” Journal of Peace Research 37,
no.  5 (2000), pp. 609-10, Samuel P. Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking
of World Order (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1996); Samuel P. Huntington, “The Clash of
Civilizations,” Foreign Affairs 72, no. 3 (1993), pp. 22-49, Samuel P. Huntington, “If Not
Civilizations, What?” Foreign Affairs 72, no. 4 (1993), pp. 186-94. It was applied to several
datasets and tested by Hemda Ben-Yehuda, “The ‘Clash of Civilization’ Thesis: Findings From
International Crises, 1918-1994,” Comparative Civilizations Review 49 (2003), pp. 28-42;
Jonathan Fox, “Two Civilizations and Ethnic Conflict: Islam and the West,” Journal of Peace
Research 38, no. 4 (2001), pp. 459-72; Errol A. Henderson and Richard Tucker, “Clear and
Present Strangers: The Clash of Civilizations and International Conflict,” International Studies
Quarterly 45, no. 2 (2001), pp. 317-38; and Russett, Oneal, and Cox, “Clash of Civilizations.”
16. Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order. 
17. For more on structural elements and their impact on process, see Brecher and Ben-Yehuda,
“System and Crisis in International Politics”; Morton Kaplan, System and Process in
International Politics (New York: John Wiley, 1957); Karl W. Deutsch and David J. Singer,
“Multipolar Power Systems and International Stability,” World Politics 16 (1964), pp. 390-406;
Patrick James, International Relations and Scientific Progress: Structural Realism
Reconsidered (Columbus, OH: Ohio State University, 2002);  James, “Structural Realism and
the Causes of War”; and Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Menlo Park, CA:
Addison Wesley, 1979).
18. For review on this matter, see James, International Relations and Scientific Progress.
19. Vasquez and Valeriano, “A Classification of Interstate War,” p. 6.
20. Lewis F. Richardson, Statistics of Deadly Quarrels (Pacific Grove, CA: Boxwood Press, 1960),
p. 259. 
21. ICB’s SUBOUT variable is not used in this analysis because it is based upon the coding for
individual crisis actors. At the system level it distinguishes between an ambiguous outcome
(when at least one actor coded as stalemate — no effect on basic goals, no clear outcome to a
crisis, no change in situation — or compromise — partial achievement of basic goals) and a
definitive outcome (when all actors coded as victory — achievement of basic goals — or defeat
— non-achievement of basic goals). While the coding of SUBOUT at the actor level is detailed,
at the system level — our chosen level of analysis — the coding is not useful because we high-
light the distinction between accommodative and non-accommodative outcomes, while SUB-
OUT combines stalemate (non-accommodative) and compromise (accommodative) in one
value.
22. ICB crises ending with ‘faded’ or ‘other’ terminations are also designated for the purposes of
this research as non-accommodative.
23. Even when the issues at stake are resolved and the involvement of actors and other contenders
is effective and leads to crisis management and de-escalation, high issue/structure complexity
in a war crisis indicates extensive turmoil and hence is part of our complexity index.    
24. Moreover, by adding the COC issue we attempt to re-address the COC thesis in order to explore
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29. For more details, see the lists of states in each civilization in Henderson and Tucker, “Clear and
Present Strangers,” pp. 317-338; Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations; and Russett, Oneal,
and Cox, “Clash of Civilizations, or Realism and Liberalism Deja Vu? Some Evidence,” pp.
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44. Indeed some studies have already devoted attention to these aspects. For example, see Anna M.
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September 11,” International Studies Quarterly 48 (2004), pp. 517-38; James Rosenau,
“Declaration of Independence,” International Studies Perspectives 6 (2005); Steve Smith,
“Singing Our World into Existence: International Relations Theory and September 11,”
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